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COMMUNION IN ONE KIND— No. 11. 
Ih onr last namber we stated at length the doctrine of 
the Coancil of Trent on this sabject, and we undertook to 
prove that it is opposed to Scripture, and to the teaching 
and practice of the Church from the age of the Apostles 
downwards, through many centuries. We confined our- 
selves, on that occasion, to the consideration of the dogma 
in relation to Scripture. We propose now to examine it 
in reference to the teaching and practice of the Church. 

The Council of Constance (ad. 1415) was, as we have 
said, the first Council in which Communion in One Kind 
was decreed to be a law of the Church. That assembly de- 
clared (Sess. xiii.) that " although Christ had instituted 
the Eucharist, and administered it to his disciples, under 
both species 0/ bread and wine .... And although in 
the primitive Church this sacrament was received by the 
faithful under both species, yet afterwards the custom was 
reasonablg introduced of administering it to the laity under 
one species only. Accordingly, that the custom thus rea- 
sonably introduced by the Church and the holy Fathers, 
and for a very long time observed, should be held as a law 
of the Church, which it is not lawful to reprobate or 
change, without the authority of the Church."* 

There are two points in this decree to which we desire 
to call the particular attention of our readers — viz., Ist, 
the full and unreserved admission that the Lord instituted 
and administered the Eucharist in both kinds ; and that in 
the primitive Church it was received by (all ) the faithful 
nnder both kinds. 2ndly, That, notwithstanding this, the 
Church saw fit, for certain reasons, to alter the prescribed 
and primitive mode of administration ; and that this 
altered usage was of very ancient date, even at the time 
when the Council was held (a.d. 1415). 

The Council of Basle, about twenty years after this 
(a.d. 1437), confirmed the decree of the Council of Con- 
Stance, as to Communion in One Kind being a law of the 
Church. The Others of Basle did not venture to con- 
travene the express statement of the Council of Constance, 
that the Eucharist had been instituted and administered in 
both kinds by our Lord, and had been also administered in 
both kinds to all the faithful in the Christian Church. 
But they assigned a different reason for sanctioning so 
wide a departure from primitive usage. Tlicy were un- 
willing to place the authority of the later Church in 
direct antagonism with that of Scripture and of the pri- 
mitive Church ; and they, accordingly, preferred, as the 
<afer course, to deny that 'a general obligation to commu- 
nicate under both kinds is mvolved in the original institu- 
tion at all. They boldly declared (Sess. xxx.) " that none 
of the faithful are bound, by any divine precept, to receive 
the holy sacrament of the Eucharist under bath species." 
This being so, the Church was, of course, justified in or- 
daining half Communion, when she saw fit to do so. 

We come next to the decree of Trent, passed more than 
a century after that of Basle, arid nearly one hundred and 
fifty years after that of Coiisiance. Here the ground on 
which the innovation of half commnnion is attempted to be 
justified is again changed. The fathers of Trent were 
unwilling to follow the example set them by those of Con- 
stance and Basle, in admitting that Communion in both 
kinds had been the invariable practice of the primitive 
Church. This would have been to concede too much to the 
Beformers, who appealed on this as well as other con- 
troverted points to the usage of the eirly Cliurch. They 
were, on the other hand, afraid to assert that Communion 
under both kinds had nut been the practice of the primi- 
tive Church. This would have been palpably to contradict 
all historic truth. They, accordingly, adopted an inter- 
mediate course, as the safest mode of escaping the difSculty 
in which they found themselves. They declared that " the 
use of both species has, from the beginning of the Christian 
religion, not beenuiifrequent.'' By which ingenious phrase 
it is plainly tnsinuateii that the use of one species was the 
rule, that of both the exception. It must be carefully 
noticed that there is not the slightest hint given in this 
decree of the Council of Trent of the distinction, which 
we shall presently notice, between public and private ad- 
ministration of the Eucharist. The decree must mean that, 
in the public administration of the sacrament, the use of 
both species was not unfreqnent; in other words, that 
the use of one species was the rule in the public, no less 
than in the private, administration. 

Now, let us compare with this assertion of the 'Council 
of Trent the following statement of one of the most learned 
ritoalists of the Roman communion, whose works are of the 
lughesi authority upon all questions connected with the 
rites and ceremonies of the Church — we mean Cardinal 
Bona. This distinguished author writes as follows": — 
" To the ancient rites of the Eucharist belongs Communion 
nnder both Species, a question most fiercely controverted 
between Catholics and heretics. However, omitting dis- 
putation, I shall dwell only on those matters which relate 
to the ancient custom of administering the communion 
nnder one or both species ; reducing, very briefly, to two 
points all that is to be found in the ponderous volumes 
written on the subject by the most distingaished men — viz., 
whether Communion under both Species has always been in 
use ; and whether it was permitted formerly to communi- 
•ate under one species only. Now, the dispute may be 
easily settled, if we distinguish between public communion, 
during the solemnities of the Mass, and private communion 
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outside the church and congregation ; inasmnch as it is 
certain that, anciently, all without distinction (passim), 
clerics and laity, Tnen and women, received the holy mys- 
teries under both species, when they were present at the 
solemn celebration of them, and made oblation, and parti- 
cipated thereof. But out of the (time of) sacrifice, and out 
of the church, commnnion nnder one species was always 
and everywhere in use." In the first part of this assertion 
all agree, both Catholics and sectaries ; nor can any one 
deny it who is imbued with even the slightest knowledge of 
ecclesiastical matters; for, always and everywhere, from 
the fir St foundation (primordiis) of the Church down to the 
twelfth century, the faithful communicated under the species 
of bread and wine. In the beginning of that century the 
use of the Cup began by degrees to become obsolete. This 
change was first made by different bishops, in their own 
churches, and afterwards was canonically established as a 
universal law by the Synod of Constance."'' Now, putting 
aside, for a moment, what Cardinal Bona asserts respect- 
ing the distinction to be observed between public and pri- 
vate Communion, and confining our attention to what he 
says of the former, we see that a Boman Catholic writer, of 
the very highest rank and authority, admits as an unques- 
tionable fact, which " no one imbued with the slightest 
knowledge of ecclesiastical matters can deny," that during 
a period of twelve centuries, beginning with the age of the 
Apostles, the Eucharist in both species was invariably and 
universally administered in the public service of the Church. 
This is as ample a testimony to the practice of the universal 
Church as Protestants can possibly desire. It exposes the 
disingenuousness (to use no harsher term) of the Triden- 
tine fathers, in asserting that communion nnder both 
species was not unfrequent (.') in the primitive Church; 
and it shows the futility of all the arguments, from Scrip- 
ture and antiquity, by which the less scrupulous champions 
of Rome — Eckius, Harding, Bellarmine, &e. — have at- 
tempted to prove that the practice of publicly communicat- 
ing in both kinds was never, from the first, universal. 

Such an admission supersedes the necessity of citing 
patristic authorities in support of the charge of innovation 
which we bring against the Church of Rome on this head. 
We shall, notwithstanding, quote a few oat of the multi- 
tude which we might refer to ;* chiefly in order to show 
how little notion the writers entertained that the use of the 
Cup was unessential, and might be dispensed with whenever 
the Church should so ordain. 

Ignatius, in his Epistle to the Church of the Philadel- 
phians (cli. iv. ), exhorts them " to use one Eucharist; for 
there is one Flesh of onr Lord Jesus Christ and one Cup." 

In the Apostolic Constitutions (lib. ii., c. 67) we read, 
" And when the sacrifice is oSered up, let each rank re- 
ceive by itself the Lord's Body and his precious Stood. ' 

Justin Martyr (Apol. 1, see. 66) says, " When the 
President has given thanks, and all the pteople given a joy- 
ful assent, they who are called Deacons give to each of those 
who are present to partake of the consecrated bread and 
wine and water:' and they carry it also to those who are 
not present." 

Irenaus always joins the use of the Cup with that of the 
Bread,e.^. (lib. v. c. 4). " They are altogether vain who 
despise the resurrection of the flesh; for, according to this 
notion, neither the cup of the Eucharist is the communion 
of his Blood, nor is the bread which we break the eom- 
mnnioo of his Body." 

TertuUian, speaking of a believing woman married to an 
unbeliever, says (ad uxor. lib. 11, sec. 6)," Of whose hand 
shall she desire (the sacramental bread), and from whose 
Cap shall she partake (of the sacramental wine)?" 

Cyprian speaks in several passages of his writings of 
Communion nnder both species, e.^. (Serm. de Lapso, 
p. I3°j,edit. Fell.), " When, the solemnities being ended, the 
deacon began to ofi'er the Cup to those who were present." 
Bellarmine attempts, in vain, to explain away the testi- 
mony of Cyprian. Biel and Eckius (two of the most 
violent chatnpioos on the Romish side) expressly allow 
that Communion in both kinds was then the custom in the 
African Church. 

Ambrose (deSacram. lib. iv. cap. 6 sec. aS), speaking to the 
people concerning the Eucharist, says, " If as often as the 
Stood is poured out it is poured out for the remission of 
sins, it behovetli me always to receive it, that my sins may 
always be forgiven me — I who am always sinning ought 
always to have medicine." And, again, commenting on 
the xi. chap, of I. Corinth., he says, " The testamett is 
established with blood, because blood is the evidence of 
the divine goodness, in token of which we receive the 
mystical Cup of tbe Blood to the refreshment of our body 
and of onr soul." And in another passage of the same 
comment he says ; " Because we have been delivered by the 
death of the Lord, mindful of this, in eatin;; the Flesh and 
drinking the Blood, which have been offered for us, we 
si gnify that we have obtained in those the new testament." 

< Thii does not meaa tbat commualon In Iwtli kiuds wu not ulso 
in use out of the Cbarcb ; for Bona himse.f say*, a little further dovo, 
*'l do not deny that sotnetluei tbe blood of Ctirist, together wub Ills 
body, ffas carried outside Ibe church, scil. to tbe licit." 1. C- s. 2. 

<* Compare with this statement tbe assertion of tbe Coancil of Con. 
stance (supr.), that tiie cbanf^re was made by the authority of the 
Church, and very long before the date of that Conncil. 

* These pcitriAiic teititnonies may be seen at length in Vtutiut de 
Symh. cBo. i>om. i Mouli», Novelty of Fopery, B. (U. ; CAoauer. de 
Eucbar. lib. Tiii , c Ix. Field. Of the Cburcli, B. IIL, app.; Oer- 
hard, Loc TiieoL ixii.,e. Ix.,s.43. 

/ This alludes to the ancient castona of mixing water with ibe 
Eucharistic ulna ; a tiislom which, u la otivloua, ao waf aActs our 
praat argamcu. 



These decisive testimonies from Ambrose himself 
snfBciently meet the argument in favour of half Commn- 
nioD, which Komish divines seek to derive from the fact 
that, at the point of death, he commnnicated in the 
species of bread only. This did not arise from a recog- 
nition on his part, or on the part of those about him, ot 
the practice of half-Communion ; but simply from this, 
that he died before the Cup could be administered. 

Athanasius (Apol. 2) says, " This and no other is tbe 
manner of this Cup : this do you lawfully give to the peo- 
ple to drink of." 

Jerome (in Sophon. Proph. cap. iii.) writes thus, 
■' The priests who consecrate the Eucharist, and divide 
the Blood to the people." 

CAr^tostom insists on the fact, that there is no difference 
between the priest and the people, with respect to re- 
ceiving the Eucharist (the very difference which the 
Council of Trent has established as a law of the Church). 
Thus (Homil. xviii. in 2 Cor,) he says, " There are things 
wherein the priest differs nothing from the people ; as 
when, for instance, we must use the awfnl mysteries (the 
Eucharistic elements) ; for we are all equally worthy of 
them. It is not now as it was under the old dispensation, 
when the priest ate some parts and the ruler others, and 
when it was not lawful for the people to partake of what 
the priest partook ; but now one Body and one Cap ore 
placed before all." 

Augustine (Gratians Decret. pars. 3, de Consecr. d. 2. e. 
37, t:uin frangitur) thus writes, "While the host is being 
broken, and the Blood from the cup is being poured into 
the mouths of the faithful, what else is signified but the 
immolation of the Lord's Body on the cross, and the 
pauring out of tbe Blood from his sido." Again (lib. iii. 
'quffistin Lev.), speakingof the Eucharist, as distinguished 
from the Jewish sacrifices, he says, " Not only is no one 
hindered from taking the Blood of the sacrifice, but, 
rather, all who ask to have life are expected to drink 
of it." 

Gregory Naz. (Orat.op., Tom. Up. 716, Par. 1778)— 
"Reverence Ihe mystical table to which thou hast ap 
preached; the Bread of which thou hast partaken; tbt 
Cup in which thou hast communicated." 

Cyril of Jerus. {Catech. Myst. v.,sec.l9) "Afterthon 

hast partaken of the Body of Christ, approach, also, to tbe 
Cup of the Blood," iie. 

Pope Gelasitis's testimony is most remarkable. In his 
time there were certain persons who, from some super- 
stitious reason, refused to communicate in both species 
He thereupon issued the following celebrated Decretal : — 
" We have discovered that certain persons, having taken 
a portion of the sacred Body only, abstain from the Cup of 
the sacred Blood ; which persons, since they are said to be 
forced by I know not what superstition, let tlum either 
receive the entire sacrament, or be kept away from tbe 
entire : because a division of one and the same mysttry 
cannot take place without great sacrilege." (Gelas. ap. 
Oratian. Deer. Can. Comperimus, de Consecr. dist. ii. cap. 
xii.) Roman Catholic writers have laboured hard to get 
rid of this powerful evidence against them. Bellarmine 
proposes two modes of doing so. 1. Gelasius speaks of 
the celebrating priests alone. 2. Gelasius's censure was 
pointed at certain Manichean heretics. As to the first 
supposition, it is so utterly destitnteof all probability that 
even Romish writers themselves have rejected it. Thus, 
Cardinal Baronius says (Annal. ad. an. 490. n. 20), 
"Our writers interpret the words of Gelasius as applying 
to a sacrificing priest. But, in reality, no mention is 
made of a sacrificing priest; so that it plainly appears 
that what is said generally should not be restricted t« 
priests. We therefore reject this frigid solution, which 
we do not need." Bellarmine's second solution, above 
mentioned, is equally unhappy; for if it be true, it con- 
tradicts his first; and, moreover, Gelasius speaks of suiier 
stitious persons, not of heretics, as the Manicheans were. 
Bui, even admitting that Manicheans are pointed at, tha 
reason why Gelasius condemns them is general — " bacanee 
a division of one and the same mystery cannot take place 
without great sacrilege." 

Pope Gregory the Great (Dial. Lib. iv., c. 58). — "His 
Flesh is then divided for the salvation of tbe people ; and 
lit tike manner, also, his Blood is not aov poured forth on 
the hands of unbelievers, but into the mouths of the faith- 
fut." 

Venerable Beds testifies to the practice of the English 
Church : — " ThusChrist'sBody is not killed, nor his Blood 
shed by the hands of unbelievers, to their own destmc- 
tion ; but it i» recoeed by the mouths of believers to sal 
vation" (Bedse Homil. Hiem. de Sanct). 

Such are a few of tbe patristic testimonies on tbe sab- 
ject before us. There is one more which we shall pre- 
sently notice more particularly, because Roman Catholic 
writer.'! have endeavoured to torture it into a proof on their 
side. Meanwhile, we shall adduce the evidence of the 
ancient Roman Liturgy against the modern Roman 
practice. 

In the Liber Sacramentorum, or Sacramentary of Pope 
Gregory the Great, the following directions are given re- 
specting the distribution ot the Eucharistic elements:-— 
" When the priest giveth the Lord's Body, let him say, 
'The Body of our Lord Jesus Christ keep thee unto 
eternal life. Amen.' And let the recipient say, ■ I will 
receive the celestial Bread, and will call on tbe name of 
the Lord.' Likewise, in giving the Cup, let the priest sty. 
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'Tbe Blood of oar Lord Jesas Christ keep tbee mto 
•terual life.' And let the ro«ipi«a( say, 'I leill reeeioe 
the Gup of talvation' " (Caaituid. Litnrg. oap. xzxi.,p. 75, 
f aris 16161. Again, in the Ordo Bomanua (an epitome 
•f the ritea aad ceremonies of the Boman Church, made, 
it is supposed, in the 8th Mntory), We find the following 
instructioM relatire to the adniiBistration of tbe Bneha- 
rist, the Pope himself being one of the oeiebraotg.- — 
^' The arcbdeaeon, tidiing the Cop from the band of tbe 
first bishop, confirms with the Lord's Blood all those to 
whom the Pope has ailministered the Lord's Bod/ . . 
. . Afterwards the bishops or presbyters administer the 
Bread to the people, and after these the deacoDo idoii- 
aister the Ciai" (Cassand. Ord Rom. Litnrg. cap. x^ii., p. 
&1. sq.) 

Sach is the testimony of tbe ancient Boman Liturgy 
00 the subject of half Communion. Let us now return, 
fbr A moment, to the passage above alladedto, as claimed 
"by Romanists on their side, whilstj in fact, it tells most 
Strongly against them. It is the famous passage in which 
Pope Leo the Great condemns certain persons who refused 
the Eucharistic Cup : — " And when, to conceal their in- 
fidelity, they dare to be present at our mysteries, they so 
titanage in the communion of the sacraments that they 
sometimes safely escape notice : with unworthy mouth they 
reoeire the Body of Christ, but the Blood of our redemp- 
tion they altogether (onmino) decline to drink (haurire). 
Which fact Iwish your Holiness to be acquainted with, in 
order that men of this kind may be exposed by theso 
signs, and, their sacrilegious dissimulation bein^ detected, 
they may be expelled by the authority of the prif sts from 
the society of the saints." (Leo. Serm. iv., de Quadrag.) 
The persons here referred to were Manicheans, who, in 
order to escape the penalties agf.inst heresy, pretea'.led 
to conform to the Church, by attending the holy 
Communion. They received the Bread without hesi- 
tation ; but so contrived (ita se temperant) as to 
avoid drinking the Wine. This they might easily 
do either by merely putting the cup to their lips, and 
inftking a show of drinking from it, or by spit- 
ting out the wine when the priest had passed by. What- 
evet mode they adopted, they sometimes succeeded in 
itfecting their object. To put an end to such sacrilege, 
" Leo directed that particular care should be taken to as- 
certain that all the communicants received the wine as 
well as the bread. This furnishes an easy and obvious 
explanation of the passage. Bat, as we have said, 
Boman Catholic controversialists have endeavoured to 
oohvert it into a proof that at the time of Leo Communion 
tmder one kind was tbe cuitom, or at least allowed, at 
Bpme. " How," says Mr. Power (Catholic Layman, 
April, 185C), " eould these Manicheans, who pretended to 
be Catholics, and who communicated under the species of 
hr6ad alone, and who refused to receive the cup, hope so 
thoroughly to escape detection by their receiving in one 
kind only, if such a practice was not then permitted in 
thfe Church ? Would they not have been at once dis- 
covered by their half communion?" We have just sug- 
gested what seems the true answer to this question. 
Thej pretended to drink the wine, and by so doing some- 
times (interdum) escaped notice (not " thoroughly," as 
Mr. Power's hypothesis obliges him to assume). ".More- 
over," Mr. Power adds, " if all Christians were obliged to 
receive nnder both kinds, would it not have been childish 
and absurd in the Pope to decree that they shouM do that 
♦hich, without exception, as Christians they always did ? " 
tt would certainly be very childish and absurd to make 
sUcli a decree. But, will Mr. Power be good enough to 
prove that Leo did so : no such statement is expressly 
made in the passage under consideration, nor is it, evtu 
in the remotest degree, implied therein. " Besides," Mr. 
Power triumphantly concludes, " Pope Leo, by the par- 
ticle omnino, marks a precise distinction between the 
Christians, who sometimes, as was optional witli them, 
abstained from the us« of the cup, and the Manicheans, 
who at a// (tme« refused it;" or, as Bellarmine expresses it, 
" Leo doesnotorderthose to he watched who«ome<t»ifs took 
the cup and sometimes did not; but only those who never 
(omnino) took it; for, at that time, tlie total refusal was 
regarded as aproof of Manichcisin.'' We may safely leave 
this wonderful gloss on the word omnino to the judgment 
of any soliolar. It is worthy of Be'.larmine. But, we 
scarcely expected to find it reproduced at the present 
day. How troublesome this passage has proved to Roman 
Catholic controversialists, is proved very strikingly by 
this fact. Chat even Cardinal Bona was obliged to assert 
that in Leo's time public Communion in one kind was 
nsaal in Rome; thus flatly contradicting his own de- 
liberate statement, made in tbe preceding paijo of his 
work, that "olwai/s and everywhere, from tlie fouji- 
dation of the Church down to the twelfth century, the 
faithful commuuicated under tbe species of bread and 
wine." And this is the more remarkable, because, in 
establishing this statement, Cardinal Bona tacitly answers 
all the most plausible aiguments adduced by Bellarmioe 
and others to prove that public Commnnion in one kind 
was recognised by the early Church. Thus, Bellarmine 
urges the frequent mention which occurs of degrading 
the clergy (o lag Communion ; which he interprets to mean 
Communion in one kind. But Bona totally denie.s the 
'•Jentity between them; and for this very good reason — 
"We often read, " he says, "of clerics datrudeU !o lay 



Contmuiios at tti»tiia« whelt tha lai^ eamantaioAad in 
ioth afeAat." 

Ob the whole, Qxmn, " at is e«r(ain" — tb M)>eat m^tia. 
what Cardinal Bona s«r«— "tbat always and vrevj- 
wfasre, front the tint origioals of the Chnrsh down to the 
twelfth cflDiat7, the faithfai eoatmanieated [pablildj] 
Qttdet the species of bread acd wine."* This is snf. 
AtHsnt for oar argnmeat against tha modan ianovatioa 
of the Chttnfa of Rome. The Universal Church for 
twelve centories publicly administered the Eooharist in 
both<kinds ; tbe Church of Rome has, daring the last 
foar eentnriea^ deviated from this asage, and adopted 
thk direetiy oootrairy coarse. This is, iw^aestioaably, 
a strange pteeeeding for a Charoh which professes 
to rest her teaohiag oa invariable tradition. It is 
of no use to orgs, as Cardinal Boaa does, in defence of 
it, that ContmckiioD under one kind was always and every- 
where in use, tatra tacrificiunet extra eeclesiam." Kven 
if this were strietiy trae, which is very far indeed from 
being the case, it woald< not justify the Gharch of Borne 
in departing from the universal practice of the Chorch in 
her public Commonion. Bat the fact is, that the very 
ground on which she attempts to josttfy the present 
universal denial of tbe Cup to the laity, viz., the practice 
of the Church in the case o{prii>ate Coramanion, is itself 
untenable. It is mnst certaia that, as a getieral rule, the 
ancient Church communicated under both kinds, in pri- 
vate as welt as in public ; and it has been often shown 
that, most of the instances alleged by Roman Catholic 
writers in proof of private half-Communion, not only do 
not establish it, but prove the contrary. So that the real 
instances of half-Commturion which we meet with in 
the records of patristic literature are very few in 
j number, and most plainly exceptional cases, arising 
I out of pji;ali ir and unavoidable circumstances. Our 
I limits prevent us, ol course, from showing this in any detail. 
j We shall merely glance at one or two of the alleged iu- 
i stances, as a specimen of tha rest.* It is said that tbe 
j Communion reserved in the Church ,for the use of the 
' sick was only in one kind. The contrary is proved from 
{ the passage of Justin Martyr (already quoted), where it 
I is expressly said, that "the deaootis distribute to each 
of those present the Eucharistic bread andwine and water, 
and carry Mem away to those who are not present." So 
Jerome also (as we noticed, in our first vol. p. 63), 
speaking of Exnperius of Touloase,says that he carried to 
the sick " the Body of the Lord in a basket of twigs, the 
Blood in a glass vessel." The case of hermits and re- 
cluses iii also ur^ed as a proof that wine was not deemed 
necessary to the Eucharist (vide Mr. Power, Catholic 
Lavuan, Aprill856,p. 45). This might be set aside as 
an exceptional case, arising out of unavoidable circum 
stances. When no insuperable difficulty stobil in the way, 
recluses, as well as others, communicated in both kinds. 
This isclear from the caseof Maria EgxfpUaea, mentioned 
by Bona himself (Ber. Litiu^, Lib. ii., e. xviii.). The 
instance of Serspion, to whicli Mr. Power alludes (J. c), 
was long ago adduced by Harding, in his controversy 
with Bishop Jewel, and was unanswerably disposed of by 
the Utter (see Jewel's Works, Jelfs edit, vol. i. p. 411). 
The same may be said of the story told by Sozomen about 
the woman infected with tha Macedonian heresy, and 
which Mr. Power (I. c.) devotes a paragraph to. Wo refer 
him again to the answer given by Bishop Jewel to Harding. 
We have already glanced at tbe case of Ambrose, which 
Bossuet insists so much on, in his well-known treatise on 
Communion under both kinds. It is recorded by Paul- 
linus, that as soon as the bishop of Vercelli had admin- 
istered to .Ambrose » the Body of the Lord," aad the 
holy man had received and swallowed it, he forthwith 
expired. Therefore (!), Communion in one kind was 
then usual. One would rather think, taking into account 
the recorded sentiments of Ambrose himself (which we 
have above cited), that it would be a much more natural 
inference, either that "the Body of the Loi-d" (corpus 
Domini) is here taken by Syneclidoche to denote the 
whuU Kuoharist, or that the Saint expired before he could 
receive the Cup. 

The only otiier instance of alleged haif-Commuiiion to 
which we shall now refer is that which is termed Miaea 
Praisanctijicatorum. It is of the more importance, 
because it was apuit/ic, and not a private Communion. In 
the Greek Church it has been customary, f.om the 
earliest times, during the season of I.ent,toco;Mecra<« the 
Eucharist only on Saturday and Sunday, and to reserve a 
portion of what was then con.secraledforadmioistration on 
the remaining days of each week. In the Latin Church, the 
same Qsageof administering the previously consecrated Eu- 
charist was observed on Good Friday. Bellarmine and the 
other Roman Catholic divines endeavour to prove thatthis 
Communion, or miisa praianctijicatorum, was only in one 
kind. But, in tlie c-aso of the Western Church, Cassan- 
der expressly informs us (de coinm. sub. utr. spec. p. 
Ut27) that the Ordo Romanus, in the office for Good 
Friday, directs that, " wine not previously consecrated 

» PrMisely to tlis mraie rtfw, Oeo. Cansnder (dmits (Tract. <l« 
Sm. Comra., Jtc.) rhM'tlisKoinans or Western Church, for mere 
than ■ thousand otntionous re^rs. did not ad ntoifter the Sacrament 
of Che Lords Body »nj lilosd. In the pabtlc serrice of the Chareh, 
otherwise tliaa aniler Iwth species, and, rmireover, e*ch fteparatety." 
Tue saine is admitted by tha l«»rin,j Hahillon ia liir Coiiioient 
P»«». lu on. Roiani, and bU Pmfal. mi act. ««ict orJ. Bened., 
l^ 1 59. 

* For fuller details, tee Bingham's Antiqnltlee, Boelt XV., Chap, v. 
»ec. 1. ; Drjtiag, Ubaef. Misc. jip. 327, wj. 



shotild be conseorated with the Lord's prayer, and by 
patting tiie consecrated bread into it, is order that tlkp 
people mojf be able to comnwtieate fully." And as to tba 
ease of the Eastern Church, Leo AUatios has proved thirt 
in the communion in question there were bath the cta- 
tiuat* of bread and wine ; either both consecrated befortt, 
or else the wine consecrated by contact with the bread. 
The fact is, that Bellarmine and Bona were misled into 
taking this for Communion in one kind, becaose, both in 
the Eastern and Western Church, the bread alone waa 
reserved, not the wifle. They failed to observe that, 
before the actual Communion took place, the prffieonse- 
crated bread was put into a cup of wine, and tbe Lord's 
prayer said over it, by which ceremony the wine was 
considered to be consecrated ; and then both species 
were administered to the people. 

This miesa pr<gsanctificatorum, then, so far from sup- 
porting the cause of half- communion, is directly opposed 
to it. 

To conclude. Tbe question of Commanion in one 
species stands thus : — against it, we have the original in- 
stitution by oar blessed Lord; and tbe universal praetiea of 
the Chorob, in herpuftlic Communion, from the apostolic 
age down to the twelfth century. For it, we have, his- 
torically, a few extraordinary and exceptional cases of 
private Communion ; and dogmatically, the decrees of the 
councils of Florence and Trent, based upon the theory 
of concomitance, which was itself invented by tha 
schoolmen, and was as utterly unknown to Christian an- 
tiquity as was the doctrine of Communion in one kind, 
which it is made to support. 



DB. CULLEN OST THE IBISH CHURCH. 
Tk onr last number we gave our readers some of ottr 
reasons and authorities for disputing Dr. CuUen's asser- 
tion, in his late pastoral, that the ancient Irish Church 
held the same doctrine as that professed at the present 
day regarding the supremacy of the Holy See, that key- 
stone of the whole fabric of the Church of Rome on 
which rests her claim to spiritual authority over all 
other Churches. 

We have still to notice one other eminent writer of 
the 6th and 7th centuries, St. Columbanus, the more par- 
ticularly because two letters addressed by him to Pope 
Gregory the First, and Pope Bonifact; his successor, are 
specially relied on by Dr. Cullen as proofs of his propo- 
sition that the Irish Church of that period acknowledged 
the supreme authority of the See of Rome, in the same 
manner that he (Dr. Cullen) does at the present day. 

Colambanus was bora in Ireland, abont the middle of 
the 6th century. He left his country early in life, ap- 
parently from a desire j of attaining, in some distant 
solitude, the perfection of ascetic holiness. Ho. spent 
twenty years amid tbe forests of the Vosges, iit 
France, where he founded the monastery of LoxeaiL 
About the year 610 he was obliged to quit his retirement 
by Theodoric, King of Burgundy, whose evil life he had 
faithfully reproved; and, after many wanderings, he 
again settled at Bobbio, in the province of Milan, iif 
Italy, under the protection and patronage of .A^lolf, 
King of the Lombards. 

It was at the request of King Agilnlf and his queen 
that he addressed his epistle to Pope Boniface IV., from 
Bobbio, about the year 613 ; and, as he was then settled 
in Itaily, within the undisputed jurisdiction of the Boman 
See, it would have been strange, indeed, if he had ad- 
dressed it in any other than terms of the greatest res- 
pect, especially when writing at the instance of his 
adopted sovereign, the King of Lombardy, who, wea- 
ried with the distractions that had long disturbed the 
peaceof his dominions, about what were called "the three 
chapters," as well as the Arian disputes and other he- 
resies, was anxious to urge the Pope, as the principal 
bishop of the Western Church, to call a synod to settle 
these disputes. We may here observe that it is altoge- 
ther beside the question to quote language of mere 
reverence or regard, however strong, as proofs of ad- 
mitted Papal supremacy ; " the true question," as the 
great Protestant Archbishop Bramhall well observes, 
" not being whether the Bishop of Rome had any au- 
thority in the Catholic Church" — which nobody ever dis- 
puted — "but what are the right limits and bounds of his 
authority, and whethef he has a supreme and legisla- 
tive authority over all Christians." No one ever 
doubted that the Bishop of Rome was, in the 7th 
century, a prelate of the most c-talted rank in the 
Western Church, presiding in the ancient capital 
of the world ; and having not only authority in his 
diocese, as a bishop, and in his province as a metro- 
politan, but in his patriarchate, as one, if not the chief, 
of the-flveproto-patriarchs. "The wonder is not that an 
ecclesiastic, resident within the province of Milan, 
should address so exalted a prelate in terms of the 
profoundest humility and respect, but that he should 
have had the courage and independence to remonstrate 
and argue with him, as we shall presently find he did 
in this celebrated letter. 



« " What the throe Chapters were, we are infoniied in the foliowins 
words of the Fifth General Council, (CoHat. .^) We anathematlCS 
the aOvesaid three chasten, tliat i», Theodore of Mopsnestia wtth Mf 
impioQs writings, and tiie nn^rodly compoeiiious of Theodoret* and 
the unsodljr Utter that gam uader the name of Ibas, and »U wfco 
defend them."- (Vide Oper. a <3rtgor. Keg. tpls, Lih. t, Ind. Ift, 
Coll. 614-i-aoLd.) o — r-. . 



